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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to the original filing of December 13, 2005. Claims 1- 
17 are pending and have been considered below. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on June 9, 2007 is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1, 3-9, 11-15, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Oki et al. (US 5,802,528). 

Claim 1 : Oki discloses a method for determining the similarity of data records in first 
and second data sets, the data records having an informational content, the method 
comprising: 

• identifying a first data record in the first data set that is potentially identical to a 
second data record in the second data set, the identified first and second data 
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records having an informational content that is non-identical but similar (See Oki 
column 1 , lines 31 -54 where it is disclosed that records from two sets of data are 
compared to identify if they are identical or different); 
• determining whether the first and second data records identified as potentially 
identical are truly identical based upon a predetermined criteria (See Oki column 
1 , lines 31-54 where it is disclosed that based on the comparison between the 
two sets of data it is determined if individual records are identical or not). 

Claim 3: Oki discloses the method of claim 1 wherein identifying a first data record and 
a second data record includes grouping the records in the first and second data sets 
into groups based upon a predetermined criteria (See Oki column 5, lines 17-65 where 
it is disclosed that the data can be grouped into separate hash buckets to facilitate the 
comparison). 

Claim 4: The method of claim 1 wherein identifying includes comparing the 
informational content of first data record to the informational content of the second data 
record (See Oki column 4, lines 51-66 where it is disclosed that the informational 
content of the records are compared). 

Claim 5: Oki discloses a method for determining different data records in a 
telecommunications system from records in first and second data sets in a comprising: 
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• identifying potentially different data records in the first data set at least in part by 
comparing records in the first data set to records in the second data set (See Oki 
column 1 , lines 31 -54 where it is disclosed that records from two sets of data are 
compared to identify if they are identical or different); and 

• verifying that the potentially different records identified as potentially different are 
truly different using at least one predetermined criteria (See Oki column 1 , lines 
31-54 where it is disclosed that based on the comparison between the two sets 
of data it is determined if individual records are identical or not). 

Claim 6: Oki discloses the method of claim 5 wherein the different data records can be 
faulty data records or mismatched data records (See Oki column 1 , lines 10-28 where it 
is disclosed that the records may be different for any number of reasons, including data 
replication errors which would render the records faulty). 

Claim 7: Oki discloses the method of claim 5 wherein determining potentially different 
data records includes defining a set of similarity characteristics, grouping the data 
records in each of the first and second sets according to the similarity characteristics 
into similarity groups, and comparing the similarity groups in the first data set to the 
similarity groups in the second data set (See Oki column 5, lines 17-65 where it is 
disclosed that records are grouped according to a hashing function, and that individual 
groups are compared with their counterparts in the other set of data). 
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Claim 8: The method of claim 5 wherein determining potentially different data records 
includes determining whether each record in the first data set completely matches with 
a data record in the second data set (See Oki column 1 , lines 31-54 where it is 
disclosed that the records are compared to determine if they are identical or not). 



Claim 9: Oki discloses the method of claim 5 wherein verifying includes determining 
from the second data set a set of data records that are similar to the potentially different 
record identified in the first data set (See Oki column 5, lines 17-65 where it is disclosed 
that the first and second data sets are grouped using identical hash functions, and that 
the groups in the first data set will therefore correspond to the groups in the second data 
set). 



Claim 11: Oki discloses the method of claim 5 further comprising taking an action 
relating to the different data records (See Oki column 5, lines 17-65 where it is disclosed 
that the records that are different are identified and output). 



Claim 12: Oki discloses a device for determining faulty data records in a 
telecommunications system from records in first and second data sets in a comprising: 
• a data store containing first and second data sets (See Oki column 4, lines 9-19 
where is disclosed that the data to be compared is moved to a single computing 
device. Also see Oki column 2, lines 40-66 where it is disclosed that the 
computing device has storage memory for storing the data sets); and 
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• a processor coupled to the data store and having an output, such that the 

processor (See Oki column 3, lines 23-39 where it is disclosed that the methods 
can be performed by a computer system having a processor to execute the steps 
of the method) 

o identifies potentially different data records in the first data set at least in 
part by comparing records in the first data set to records in the second 
data set (See Oki column 1 , lines 31-54 where it is disclosed that records 
from two sets of data are compared to identify if they are identical or 
different) and 

o verifies that the potentially different records identified as potentially 
different are different using at least one predetermined criteria (See Oki 
column 1 , lines 31-54 where it is disclosed that based on the comparison 
between the two sets of data it is determined if individual records are 
identical or not) and 

o identifies the different records on the output (See Oki column 1 , lines 31- 
54 where it is disclosed that a result identifying the differences between 
the two data sets is output). 



Claim 13: Oki discloses the device of claim 12 wherein the processor includes means 
for defining a set of similarity characteristics, means for grouping the data records in 
each of the first and second sets according to the similarity characteristics into similarity 
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groups, and means for comparing the similarity groups in the first data set to the 
similarity groups in the second data set. 

Claim 14: Oki discloses the device of claim 12 wherein the processor includes means 
for determining whether each record in the first data set completely matches with a data 
record in the second data set (See Oki column 5, lines 17-65 where it is disclosed that 
records are grouped according to a hashing function, and that individual groups are 
compared with their counterparts in the other set of data). 

Claim 15: Oki discloses the device of claim 12 wherein the processor includes means 
for determining from the second data set a set of data records that are similar to the 
potentially faulty record identified in the first data set (See Oki column 5, lines 17-65 
where it is disclosed that records are grouped according to a hashing function, and that 
individual groups are compared with their counterparts in the other set of data). 

Claim 17: Oki discloses the device of claim 12 wherein the different data records can 
be faulty data records or mismatched data records (See Oki column 1, lines 10-28 
where it is disclosed that the records may be different for any number of reasons, 
including data replication errors which would render the records faulty). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Oki et al. (US 5,802,528) as applied to claims 5 and 1 2 above. 

Claim 10: Oki discloses the method of claim 5 wherein verifying includes 

• scoring elements of each of the plurality of data records to form a plurality of 
scores (See Oki column 5, lines 17-61 where it is disclosed that checksums are 
calculated for each data record based on the information in the data record), 

• comparing the test score to a predetermined minimum score (See Oki column 5, 
lines 17-61 where it is disclosed that the resulting checksums of the first set of 
data are compared to the checksums from the second set of data), and 

• determining a different record if the comparison determines the test score is 
unacceptable (See Oki column 5 lines 17-61 where it is disclosed that the 
comparison based on the checksums determines the differences between the 
data sets. Also see Oki column 1 , lines 30-54 where it is disclosed that these 
differences can be used to determine a different, third record that can be used to 
modify the original data sets). 
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But Oki does not explicitly disclose multiplying the plurality of scores to form a test 
score. However Oki does disclose that the scores calculated are checksums, and can 
be combined to form larger checksums (See Oki column 5, lines 46-61). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to multiply the plurality of scores to form the test score. One would have 
been motivated to multiply the scores to form the test score because Oki was using a 
checksum method, and a checksum uses a mathematical function not limited to 
multiplication to compute the checksum and combine checksums. 

Claim 16: Oki discloses the device of claim 12 wherein the processor includes 

• means for scoring elements of each of the plurality of data records to form a 
plurality of scores (See Oki column 5, lines 17-61 where it is disclosed that 
checksums are calculated for each data record based on the information in the 
data record), 

• means for comparing the test score to a predetermined minimum score (See Oki 
column 5, lines 17-61 where it is disclosed that the resulting checksums of the 
first set of data are compared to the checksums from the second set of data), 
and 

• means for determining a different record if the comparison determines the test 
score is unacceptable (See Oki column 5 lines 17-61 where it is disclosed that 
the comparison based on the checksums determines the differences between the 
data sets. Also see Oki column 1, lines 30-54 where it is disclosed that these 
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differences can be used to determine a different, third record that can be used to 

modify the original data sets). 
But Oki does not explicitly disclose multiplying the plurality of scores to form a test 
score. However Oki does disclose that the scores calculated are checksums, and can 
be combined to form larger checksums (See Oki column 5, lines 46-61). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to multiply the plurality of scores to form the test score. One would have 
been motivated to multiply the scores to form the test score because Oki was using a 
checksum method, and a checksum uses a mathematical function not limited to 
multiplication to compute the checksum and combine checksums. 

7. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oki et al. 
(US 5,802,528) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Becker et al. (US 
6,598,119). 

Claim 2: Oki discloses the method of claim 1 but does not explicitly disclose that 
identifying a first and second data records identifies telecommunication call detail 
records (CDRs). However Becker discloses that replication and synchronization 
techniques can be used on data sets including call detail records (See Becker Abstract). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the teachings of Oki and Becker and that the first and second data records could 
identify telecommunication call detail records. One would have been motivated to 



Application/Control Number: 10/750,351 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2167 

combine the teachings of Oki and Becker because they are both directed to data 
management, and Becker teaches using replication and synchronization techniques on 
additional data types. 



Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Brill et al. (US 2007/0016616) discloses an automated error checking 
system and method. 

b. Sasaki et al. (US 2007/0143358) discloses a data synchronization system 
and method. 

c. Zoltan (US 2003/0158868) discloses a system for synchronizing replicated 
data. 

d. Mau (US 7,222,1 39) discloses a method for synchronizing data. 

e. Swaminathan et al. (US 2004/0267729) discloses a system for managing 
data across an enterprise. 

f. Givoly et al. (US 2002/01 99024) discloses a threshold-based database 
system 
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